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PRESIDENT CASE TESTIFIES FORGROUNCIL; FAVORS SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM 
AND COMBINATION OF LOANS AND MATCHING GRANTS FOR ACADEMIC BUILDINGS 


Testimony concerning the Administration's proposals for loans for academic buildings 
and scholarships for students from low-income families was offered on behalf of the Council 
by President Everett Case of Colgate University, chairman of the Committee on Relation- 
ships of Higher Education to the Federal Government, on March 16. The hearing was held 
by the Special Subcommittee on Education of the House Committee on Education and Labor, 
under the chairmanship of Representative Edith Green of Oregon. A nearly complete text 
of President Case's statement follows. 

At the outset I should like to express, on behalf of the colleges and universities, 
our warm appreciation for the prompt and serious concern which the President, the Members 
of Congress, and indeed all agencies of the Government are showing for the manifest needs 
of education in this country at all levels. This concern is a profoundly hopeful sign. 

It has given new spirit and courage not only to the leaders in higher education, but to 
the students on our campuses, and to many other young men and women who hope for an oppor- 
tunity some day to be college students. 

Earlier witnesses have described the magnitude of the crisis facing higher education 
in the next decade. Numerous studies by Federal agencies, state planning commissions, 
and independent groups are in general agreement that enrollment is in the process of 
doubling. There is also agreement that colleges and universities in the next ten years 
must nearly double both the number of qualified faculty members and the salaries paid 
them. A recent comprehensive study by the U. S. Office of Education states that by 1965 
the colleges and universities of this country will have to spend $9 billion on physical 
facilities, and that an additional $10 billion for this purpose will be needed between 
1965 and 1970. The problem deepens when it is recalled that, far from broadening the 
base for profitable operations as might be true of industry, the expansion of plant and 
enrollment typically means for the nonprofit institution a widening gulf between income 
and expense. Several leading economists have estimated that between 1959 and 1970 general 
expenditures, excluding those for capital outlays, will mount from $3.7 billion to more 
than $9 billion a year. All the major studies show that after traditional sources of in- 
come, including student tuition and fees, have been stretched to the limit, there will 
still be a large gap that can be filled only by greater support from the Federal Government. 

In consequence of these expanding demands, organizations in higher education have 
become increasingly aware of their responsibilities to assess the needs of colleges and 
universities and to offer specific proposals to the Congress. The American Council on 
Education began last fall a series of conferences, in which there was participation by 
representatives of the major crganizations in higher education, for the purpose of 
achieving as nearly as possible a consénsus as to what would constitute a sound, realis- 
tic proposal for Federal assistance. Out of these conferences we produced in January 
"A Proposed Program of Federal Action to Strengthen Higher Education." 

We are gratified that Title I of H.R. 5266 provides a program of loans to institu- 
tions of higher education for academic facilities. Such a program has been recommended 
by the American Council since 1958. These loans are needed, they are one practical way 
of meeting the urgent demands for assistance in constructing academic facilities, and I 
am confident that the proposed authority of $300 million a year for five years will be 
used by the institutions in full. 
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There would seem to be reason for substantial hope of favorable action on this pro- ] 


gram for many reasons. One of these is the fact that, in 1959, the House and Senate 
twice approved a General Housing Bill which included a similar, though more liberal pro- 
gram of loans for academic facilities. These funds were finally eliminated from the 
bill only on the insistence of President Eisenhower. The program two years ago was more 
liberal than the present proposal in the sense that it would have covered 100 percent 
of the development cost of a facility, while H.R. 5266 requires that 25 percent of the 
development cost shall be met from non-Federal sources. We are not convinced of the 
necessity for this limitation. It has not been required in the College Housing Loan 
Program which has financed more than $13 billion in dormitory and dining hall facili- 
ties, and in which there has been not a single default. In our judgment its retention 
will mean that some institutions will be delayed in meeting their urgent needs for aca- 
demic facilities, and it may well mean that other institutions will be prevented from 
making use of the program at all. For example, we kncw some colleges that have planned 
to finance buildings by the pledged annual support of industries and alumni groups; to 


this plan, the requirement of one-fourth advance payment would set up quite a formidable 


hurdle. 

While the colleges are grateful for this proposal for loans to meet their construc- 
tion needs, even though restricted, it is necessary for us to state with emphasis that 
such a program will fall far short of the target needs both in amount of funds and in 
general applicability. The fact is that many public institutions, for example, would 
be barred from the loan program by state laws, since their authority to borrow is 


limited to those projects which are income-producing, such as residence halls and dining } 


halls. Some private and public institutions would be reluctant to participate because 
repayment of these loans must be drawn from general funds (primarily tuition) already 
overburdened with the rising costs of faculty salaries, equipment, and maintenance. 

When it was my privilege to present testimony on this subject before the House 
Committee about a year ago--on March 24, 1960--I said, "We endorse as the answer for 
many institutions a plan of loans patterned after the College Housing Loan Progran, 
but we must emphasize at the same time that the needs of many other institutions will 
require a program in which grants are the major factor. We believe that a combination 
of these two approaches--or the availability of options--may be possible as well as 
desirable, and we urge that these possibilities be promptly and thoroughly explored." 

Later in the session last year, following extensive discussions between Congres- 
sional leaders and representatives of higher education, legislation which would have 
implemented this proposal for the ‘option of loans or grants for academic facilities 
was introduced by Representatives Metcalf (H.R. 12930) and Thompson (H.R. 12933), and 
by Senator Clark (S.3776). While wide interest in this approach was expressed in Con- 
gress and among educational leaders, no action was taken by the 86th Congress. In 
recent months, however, President Kennedy's Task Force on Education has recommended 
matching grants and loans for academic facilities, and Senators Yarborough and Clark 
have introduced S. 585 which would implement this recommendation. 

This bit of history is presented, Madam Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, 
in order to make it clear that the position which we express here today--that while 
loans will be useful and greatly valued, they are only part of the needed solution-- 
is not a superficial or hasty conclusion, but one which we have reached after the most 
careful study over a number of years. 

For example, last November, in an effort to determine the judgment of its member- 
ship and to be of all possible assistance to the 87th Congress, the American Council on 
Education sent out a questionnaire asking whether its member institutions and organiza- 
tions would approve the "dual approach" to Federal assistance for academic facilities 
az exemplified by the Thompson and Metcalf bills previously cited, providing optional 
loans or 50 percent matching grants. The percentage of institutions and organizations 
voting "Yes" was 89.5, which I think you will agree indicates a remarkable degree of 
unanimity. It is of particular interest that there was no significant deviation in 
the proportion of public and private institutions favoring the proposal. 
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The Council also asked: "If this legislation should be enacted, what is your es- 
timate of the amounts for which your institution might apply under either or both of 
the two programs of Federal assistance over a period of five years?" The 582 institu- 
tions replying to this question, representing less than one-third of the total colleges 
in this country but perhaps about one-half of the total enrollment, said they wouid 
expect to request a total of slightly more than $2,900,000,000 in assistance under such 
a program. Of this amount, they reported, about $2,102,000,000 or 72 percent would be 
for grants, and $800,000,000, or 28 percent, would be for loans. 

It was on the basis of this survey that the American Council in January recom- 
mended, in "A Proposed Program of Federal Action to Strengthen Higher Education," pre- 
viously cited, that the Federal government should provide assistance at the average 
rate of $1 billion a year, approximately 70 percent of which would be in the form of 
matching grants, and 30 percent in loans. 

In placing so much emphasis upon the need for grants, I would not have the members 
of the Committee assume that we ignore the constitutional question, or other possible 
obstacles. We know they are very real. Nevertheless, our position was stated last 
November when the Council Committee of which I am chairman, basing its recommendation 
on the overwhelming mandate of the Council membership, voted unanimously to approve 
the following statement: "We urge optional Federal aid through loans or matching 
grants in the construction of academic facilities for accredited colleges and uni- 


fs versities. For this aid to be fully effective in meeting the nation's needs we be- 


lieve this aid should extend to non-public as weli as to tax-supported institutions, 
and that the legislation should be so drawn as to permit appropriate rte eee a by 
sectarian institutions." 


In other words, we urge that Congress approve matching grants to educational insti- 


| tutions on as broad a base as it considers possible. The other approach--offering 

| construction grants to no institutions at all--is essentially a refusal to grapple 

| with the problem. Low-interest, long-term loans, though helpful to some institutions, 
|} cannot possibly give the Federal assistance required if the needs of higher education 
| for classrooms, libraries, and laboratories are to be met. 


Proceeding now to Title II, "Scholarships for College Students," which would be 


| an amendment to the National Defense Education Act, the Council finds reason for deep 
| gratification. We have recommended a Federal Scholarship Program for many years. 


The Federal government, we believe, can and should provide greater assistance in re- 
moving financial barriers to higher education for qualified students. Costs to the 
student, according to a Council survey, have risen at both public and private insti- 


| tutions as much in the last four years as in the preceding eight years or in the 20 


before that. The loan program under the NDEA has helped many families in the middle- 
income brackets, but qualified students at the very low income levels are finding 
college more and more difficult to finance. 

All the studies made in recent years by the Council have shown strong support in 
the academic world for Federal scholarships. An inquiry to our membership as late as 
last November asking, "Should a Federal scholarship program be added to the NDEA?" 
brought an affirmative vote of more than two to one. It will not surprise you, I 
am sure, to know that in answer to the question, "For each scholarship student enrolled, 
should the educational institution receive a cost-of-education grant?" there was an 
affirmative vote of four to one! 

Early in 1958 the Council proposed a _ program that in nearly all essential details, 
including total cost, was the program in H.R. 5266. We proposed then, for the first 
time, a cost-of-education payment to the institution chosen by the scholarship holder, 
& proposal which, we are pleased to note, is included in this bill. The Council's 
current recommendations are fully in harmony also with the bill's provision for 
variable stipends not to exceed $1,000 for any academic year, and with the objective 
of seeking out and assisting students of academic promise in greatest financial need. 

On one important point, however, Madam Chairman, the Council recommends a very 
different approach. I refer to the provision by which H.R. 5266 would administer the 
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scholarships through State Commissions. Assuming that the basic purpose of the ( 
scholarship program is to offer financial assistance to able students who might other- jf 
wise be unable to attend college, we believe that the educational institutions them- 
selves are the agencies best qualified to administer the program. This fact has been 
recognized by Congress in making the institutions themselves responsible for administer. J 
ing loans under the NDEA. Our reasoning on the question is this: 

(1) The problem is one of evaluating individual needs, and college admissions 
officers have far more experience in dealing with this problem than most state boards 
are likely to have. This can be done effectively only on a personal basis, not solely | 
as the result of comparing the results of standardized tests and financial question- 
naries--the only procedures available to state boards. College admissions officers do jf 
this as a routine matter. 

(2) The financial needs of the individual student can frequently be met by a 
combination of scholarship aid and loans. Financial aid officers on college campuses 
can plan such combined programs for individuals. State scholarship boards cannot. 

(3) A Federal scholarship program should not unduly influence the normal dis- 
tribution of students among American colleges and universities. Any program which 
combines selection of scholarship holders by state or national boards with freedom of 
winners to attend institutions of their choice inevitably would lead to the concentra- 
tion of applications in relatively few of the better known institutions. The experi- 
ence of the National Merit Scholarship Program is ample evidence of this fact. 

Not only is such a result undesirable on educational grounds. It means also that 
the institutional grants accompanying the scholarship holders would tend to be concen- 
trated in a relatively small number of institutions. The allocation of scholarship 
funds to eligible institutions primarily on the basis of enrollment would minimize 
these problems. Accordingly, it is our recommendation that scholarships be awarded 
by the institutions themselves, using funds allocated in approximately the same manner 
as Federal Student Loan Funds. 

Madam Chairman, the American Council is grateful for this opportunity to present 
the views of its member institutions and organizations on a Federal program of support 
for academic facilities and scholarships. We believe that such assistance would make 
a significant contribution toward the building of our human resources for large and 
urgent responsibilities both at home and abroad. 


OTHER T*3TIMONY SUPPORTS LOW-INTEREST LOANS 
AND MATCVHING GRANTS FOR ACADEMIC FACILITIES 


Supporting testimony was given during the same hearing, by representatives of 
public and private institutions, for the two-pronged program of low-interest loans 
and matching grants for academic buildings such as classrooms, libraries, and labora- 
tories. President Frederick L. Hovde of Purdue University, speaking for the American 
Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State Universities and for the State Universities 
Association, asserted that "on this subject higher education is now able to present 
a united front." Having noted the probability that privately controlled colleges and 
universities may be able to use a loan program, he asked a significant question. 
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What about our public institutions, including the 94 institutions for which I 
speak, and which last September enrolled 981,472 students or approximately 30 percent 
of the total enrollment? Public institutions - including junior colleges - will be 
expected to enroll the ma.jor portion of the increased numbers of students who will 
wish higher education during the next decade. Yet few of these public institutions 
will be able to utilize the Federal loan program to construct academic facilities to 
accommodate these additional students they are expected to enroll. 

Unlike dormitories or dining centers, classroom buildings are not income pro- 
ducing. Therefore, there will be no income with which to amortize the indebtedness. 
The majority of our state institutions of higher learning have no sizeable endowment 
income which might be utilized for purposes of debt amortization. Members of the 
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Committee are doubtless aware that in many states there are constitutional provisions 
or laws which debar public colleges and universities from using loans for nonrevenue 
producing facilities. 

How then could many of our public universities use a Federal loan program for 
the construction of classrooms and related facilities? For all practical purposes 
the only way many of our institutions could repay these loans would be through the 
pledging of student fees. If student fees are pledged for this purpose, it can only 
mean that these fees must be increased - and sizeably so. By increasing these fees 
our institutions may then obtain the classrooms and concomitantly deny to many the 
opportunity to use them. This we regard as a refutation of the very concept and 
philosophy which have governed our institutions since the founding of the Nation; 
namely, to provide quality education at a low cost to the student so that no young 
man or young woman will be deprived of an education by reason of economic circumstance. 


Stating that hisorganization, the Association of American Colleges, “has come to 
be regarded as the spokesman of its more typical members--the relatively small, in- 
dependent or church-related colleges,’ President Calvert N. Ellis of Juniata College 
told how these institutions, too, have come to support a program of low-interest loans 
and matching grants. He traced the initial disapproval and final acceptance of the 
College Housing Loan Program, and the subsequent reluctance to endorse a program of 
Federal assistance for academic buildings, particularly one involving grants. The 
attitude has changed, however, during the past year, he explained. 


At our annual meeting of 1960 strong opposition was expressed to any kind of 
federal grants...The following summer, bills were introduced into Congress to make 
low-interest loans, on the model of the dormitory program, and matching grants, on 

a 50:50 basis, available as alternative forms of assistance at the option of the 
individual college. As this proposal seemed to offer the best prospect of resolving 
our dilemma, it was judged expedient to refer the issue to the membership of the 
Association by means of a formal poll. 

In the ensuing poll, returns were received from approximately 70 percent of the 
whole membership. Of those voting, 84 per cent--equivalent to nearly 60 per cent of 
all our members, whether voing or not--expressed themselves in favor of the principle 
of choice between loans and matching grants. This result was subsequently confirmed by 
a formal resolution adopted by the annual meeting of January 1961... ; 

We welcome the proposal embodied in Title I of H.R. 5266--as far as it goes. How 
should we not, as we have been on record for the last two years as favoring the ex- 
tension of low-interest loans to academic facilities? But, for reasons that will be 
evident to you, we should strongly prefer the Committee to go a step further and pro- 
vide the option of matching grants for those of our members who, for one reason or 
another, cannot take advantage of a loan program for classrooms, laboratories and 
libraries. 

With all due respect to those who think otherwise, I do not believe that the 
program we advocate would infringe the Constitution, but this can only be put to the 
test by enacting appropriate legislation. 


PREFERENCE EXPRESSED FOR ADMINISTRATION OF SCHOLARSHIPS 
BY INSTITUTIONS THEMSELVES RATHER THAN BY STATE BOARDS 


The most controversial issue raised concerning the proposed Federal scholar- 
ships was how they should be administered. The Administration bill provides that state 
boards be established to select the recipients and determine the amounts of their 
stipends. Dr. Arthur S. Flemming, former Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
and president-elect of the University of Oregon, strongly endorsed the Council's 
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recommendation that the scholarships be awarded by the individual educational insti- 
tutions. He made the following statement on this point. 


I feel that the Administration's recommendation for the institution of a Federal 
scholarship program based on merit and need is a sound one. I do not, however, agree 
with the proposed method of administering this scholarship program, namely, by dele- 
gating the responsibility of selecting the recipients to State Commissions on Scholar- 
ships with the understanding that students receiving the scholarships may attend any 
institution of higher education which admits them. 

The American Council on Education in its proposed program of Federal action to 
strengthen higher education recommends that a Federal scholarship program should be 
inaugurated and that "the scholarships should be awarded by the institutions them- 
selves using funds allocated in approximately the same manner as Federal student loan 
funds." 

In commenting on this same issue, Dr. J. Douglass Brown, Dean of the Faculty of 
Princeton University in a statement filed with the Office of Education, stated that he 
strongly supported placing the responsibility for the administration of a Federal 
scholarship program in the hands of the colleges and universities "because of the 
urgent need to encourage all accredited institutions in American higher education to 
participate vigorously in the search for outstanding young people in their area of 
coverage by having scholarships of distinction to attract such talent and ts take 
an active rather than a passive role in motivating young people of talent to go on to 
college. Also it is believed that this method of administration would increasingly 
assure a stimulating stream of private students in all accredited institutions which 
would encourage excellence in instruction and in student response throughout higher 
education." 

I concur wholeheartedlyin the views expressed by Dean Brown and in the position 
taken by the American Council on Education. 

I recommend, therefore, that the Administration's plan be amended so that Federal 
scholarship funds, up to the prescribed maximum, would be granted upon request to each 
accredited institution of higher education on the basis of full-time enrollment and 
such other standards of reasonableness as might be established by the Commissioner of 
Education. The scholarship awards would then be made directly by each participating 


President Hovde, while expressing the opinion of the organizations he represented 
that a Federal scholarship program has a low priority among the needs of higher edu- 
cation, said that if there is to be a Federal program, one of its objectives should be 
to "reduce the tendency shown in some existing programs to encourage the concentration 
of the high ability students in a relatively few institutions. So great is the con- 
cern on this score, Madam Chairman, that there is a substantial sentiment among edu- 
cators to the effect that Federal scholarships should be awarded through educational 
institutions - as are fellowships under the National Defense Education Act - in order 
to insure that Federal action does not greatly affect the distribution of students of 
high ability as among the various regions of the country." 


COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


When the Special Subcommittee on Education has finished hearings and prepared 
a revised draft of the bill, that draft will be presented for action to the full 
Committee on Education and Labor. A list of the members of that Committee follows: 
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Adam C. Powell, New York, Chairman Neal Smith, Iowa 
Cleveland M. Bailey, West Virginia Charles S. Joelson, New Jersey 


Carl D. Perkins, Kentucky 
Phil M. Landrum, Georgia 
Edith Green, Oregon 


? 

Peter Frelinghuysen, Jr., New Jersey 
Frank Thompson, Jr., New Jersey Willie 
John H. Dent, Pennsylvania Robert P. Griffin, Michigan 
Roman C. Pucinski, Illinois Edgar W. Hiestand, California 

Albert H. Quie, Minnesota 
Charles E. Goodell, New York 
Peter A. Garland Maine 
Donald Bruce ” Indiana 
John M. Ashbrook, Ohio 
Ralph J. Scott, North Carolina : ? 


Dave Martin, Nebraska 


Bills Introduced Bills to extend the College Housing Loan Program for 


to Extend Program five years beyond July 1, 1961, with authorization of 
of Housing Loans additional funds each year, have been introduced in the 


Senate by Senator John Sparkman (S. 1245), and in the 
House by Congressman Albert Rains (H.R. 5300). This legislation would add $100 
million immediately to the existing total authorization, and would add increments 
of $250 million on July of each of the years 1961 through 1965. Specific pro- 
visions are made for additions to the amounts allocated for "other educational 
facilities," such as dining facilities, and for hospitals. Another section pro- 
vides that the proportion of the loan funds going to any one state may be as high 
as 124 percent, rather than the present 10 per cent. 

This bill would carry out the general recommendation of the Council that 
additional authorization should be made now for an extended period in order to 
permit institutions to plan further ahead. However, the amounts recommended by 
the Council are larger: an immediate addition of $150 million and increases in 
succeeding fiscal years at the rate of $350 million a year. 

No dates have been set for hearings on this legislation in either House. 


Council Publishes The Council has just published the Survey of Dentistry: 
Final Report of The Final Report of the Commission on the Survey of 
Survey of Dentistry Dentistry in the United States, Byron S. Hollinshead, 

director. This is the complete report of a comprehen- 
sive two-year survey of the main aspects of American dentistry. The volume reports 
at length an impartial and critical study conducted by experts in four areas-- 
dental health, dental practice, dental education, and dental research. 

Council President Arthur S. Adams has said that the objective of the survey 
was "to assess the achievements, resources, and potentialities of dentistry in the 
United States, to determine desirable areas of future development, and to recommend 
methods for the better provision of an essential service to the American people.” 

The independent study, conducted by a national commission named by the Council 
and headed by President John A. Perkins of the University of Delaware, was under- 
taken at the request of the American Dental Association. Grants in support of the 
study were provided as follows: the Kellogg Foundation, $280,000; American Dental 
Association, $135,000; Rockefeller Brothers Fund, $25,000, and the Louis W. and 
Maud Hill Family Foundation, $5,000. 

A copy of the book has been sent to the secretary of each constituent member 
of the Council and to the head of each institutional member of the Council. 


Additional copies are for sale by the Publications Division of the Council at 
$10.00 a copy. 
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Postdoctoral Fellowship The National Science Foundation has announced the award 
Awards Announced by NSF of 195 fellowships for advanced study and research in 


the sciences in the Foundation's Postdoctoral Fellowship 
Program. 
National Science Foundation Postdoctoral Fellows receive an annual stipend of $4500, 
an allowance for dependents, and a limited allowance to aid in defraying the cost of 
travel to the fellowship institution. These awards will enable the recipients to study  [bulle' 
or carry on their research at 35 institutions in the United States and in 50 foreign 
institutions. 

Awardees were selected on the basis of ability as evidenced by letters of recom- 
mendation, academic records, and other appropriate evidence of scientific competence. : 
Applications were evaluated by panels of outstanding scientists appointed by the National J 
Academy of Sciences-National Research Council. Selection of awardees was made by the 
National Science Foundation. 

The National Science Foundation expects to reopen the Postdoctoral Fellowship Pro- § 
gram in July for awards to be made in October 1961. 


Survey of Educational The Council has just published Educational Activities of 
Programs of Business Business, by Oscar Serbein. This is the report of a 
Published by Council research project undertaken to determine the extent, 


pattern, and content of the training and educational 
activities now conducted within business organizations in the United States. 

Publication was authorized and supported by the Council's Committee on Relationships 
of Higher Education to Business and Industry. A copy has been sent to each secretary : 
of constituent members of the Council, and to the heads of institutional members of the f 
ot ana Additional copies may be ordered from the Publications Division of the Council J 
at $4.00. 


Council Selling Two The American Association of Collegiate Registrars and 
New Books by AACRAO Admissions Officers has published two new books offered § 
for sale by the Council's Publications Division. 

Report of Credit Given by Educational Institutions, 1961, edited by T. E. Kellogg, 
is a report listing the acceptance of transfer credit for work done in colleges and 
universities within each state or territory. The report is based on a voluntary exchangej 
of information among member institutions of the Association. It is not the report of 
an accrediting agency. Paper, 104 pages, $2.00. 

The Netherlands, by John Mostert is the latest in the series of "Guides to the 
Academic Placement of Foreign Students in U. S. Educational Institutions." Paper, 100 
pages, $1.00. 
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